Three decades after it arose, the contemporary Communitarianism and the questions it raised still appear to be worthy of serious attention. In an attempt to confront this legacy, the first part of the present essay seeks to propose a redefinition of the concept of community. It does so by setting itself two key phenomenological questions, which are both devoted to the concept of sharing. The first question asks how something can be shared amongst multiple beings who are divided by emotional, ethical, religious, linguistic and ethnic differences. The second and no less fundamental question, in turn, asks what people have to share in the first place. The second part of the essay invokes a familiar Kantian distinction in order to sketch out and discuss a proposed 'semantics of sharing'. This semantic model is intended to clarify and enrich the questions surrounding the 'integration of the self', which constitutes one of the most central aspects of the human being's need for sociality.
ethic@ -Florianópolis v. 12, n. 1, p. 1 -14, Jun. 2013. In addressing such challenges, the notion of community must make a contribution to the resolution of an essential and universal question, one that involves mankind and that is pondered in all parts of the world: "how can we live together?" We are dealing with a question that presupposes a response that is ethical and political at the same time but which, if confronted in terms of the idea of community, clashes with a series of terminological, conceptual and historical difficulties. The latter two types are above all of an ideological nature: after the fall of the III Reich on the one hand and following the break-up of the USSR on the other the term, community, though differently interpreted but, nonetheless, forever semantically related to either of these two spiritual climates of the past century, appeared to be headed for a destiny of oblivion. This destiny is commensurate with that of the thought-systems and ideologies by which it had been predominantly used for purposes the judgement of which has been entrusted to history (and the history of interpretations, of course).
Nonetheless, at the beginning of the eighties, whilst the first prophetic creaks in the system began to warn of the collapse of the Berlin Wall, beyond the Atlantic Ocean a variegated philosophical and intellectual movement made its first steps. This movement would prove the most important return to thinking about the core problems underlying the concept of community and would come to be known under the label of communitarianism. Communitarianism, whose exponents include, on first approximation, authors of diverse backgrounds and orientations like Alasdair MacIntyre, Michael Sandel, Charles Taylor, Philip Selznick, Robert Bellah, Amitai Etzioni, Roberto Unger and Michael Walzer, 1 was born as a movement of dissatisfaction with and reaction against the contemporary liberal paradigm characterised by the (in many ways different) ideas of John Rawls, Robert Nozick and Jürgen Habermas. 2 It sets out to rebalance the (exclusive) attention conferred by the latter group of intellectuals upon individual liberty and the subject of rights and, in doing so, it develops a series of theoretical proposals that are opposed, alternative or complementary to that which it opposes. 3 These theoretical developments follow two basic trajectories.
Firstly, communitarian scholars began a profound reconsideration of the notion of the self:
it was valorised for its possession of ethical and emotional depths which cannot be shed from the individual perspective through which all perceive and act in the world that surrounds us. The liberal doctrines would not have taken such a complex point into account, that is to say they would have unconsciously misunderstood it, considering it substantially irrelevant as far as the ethic@ -Florianópolis v. 12, n. 1, Jun. 2013. public dimension of life was concerned. Secondly, communitarians criticised the (merely presumptive) neutrality of justice as conceived and upheld by liberals and the primacy that they
give it, which fails to consider the fact that every idea of justice presupposes a certain idea of good that is shared within the community and that informs and defines its contours. The latter objection, in a nutshell, derives from the conviction according to which one defines what is right/wrong on the basis of a shared and preliminary (however latent or unexpressed) definition of what is good to do or avoid in an overall sense.
Though altogether it represents one of the most significant contributions to contemporary debate, communitarianism has nonetheless been variously criticised for bringing into beingthrough its numerous exponents -an ambiguous and in many respects generic concept of community, which has never been defined in a rigorous way, and, precisely for this, has been applied with a certain nonchalance to describe social groups that vary greatly in terms of size and nature: from the family to the village, from the ethnic group to the nation, from voluntary association with the State to unions of States. 4 To assume a more even-headed assessment of things, detached from the frequent polemical excesses that are typical of the first phase of any debate, the results of the communitarians' reflections today appear to suggest (at least) two further directions of thought.
Firstly, in a confirmation of the fact that communitarianism gave voice -even if in perhaps inadequate terms -to a constant human need, we are being warned with some force and from many quarters of the emergence of a yearning for community, to echo the celebrated expression of Zygmunt Bauman, 5 which begs to be analysed, understood and -within the limits that are granted to us -satisfied. This is a requirement which goes hand in hand with an indefectible need for security which in its turn transforms into a need to take up, reformulate and respond to the question of identity, even though this occurs within the society of risk 6 to which we are condemned.
Secondly, one can perceive the necessity of taking such needs into account, i.e. of treating them as part of the ethos of Western modernity: the liberal tradition, and within this context of trying to rethink the discourse about community in a new way, seeking to redefine its outlines and limits. In other terms, there is a need to undertake a project of reinterpretation that would have to face the difficulties involved, on the one hand, in finding new meanings better adapted to our times and, on the other, of identifying a correlative objective, something already in existence ethic@ -Florianópolis v. 12, n. 1, p. 1 -14, Jun. 2013. that could/should exist for what otherwise might be in risk of remaining a mere flatus vocis or a sterile rhetorical exercise. Whilst keeping the first point in view, it is on the latter one that the present article intends to focus.
An inevitable point of departure
To try and find corroboration of the need to rethink and, in a sense, to reshape the concept of community, it appears germane to start out from that which is and must remain its centre and subject: man, though not considered as a being that is in and for himself complete and selfsufficient in his own individuality, but rather as a being that is fundamentally open towards those who are different from himself and that is indeed formed thanks to its constant relationality with that which is not only phenomenologically external but also ethically alien to it.
To give substance to this assumption, I would like to begin with a reference to what Kant calls the transcendental aesthetic in his Critique of Pure Reason which he defines as "a science of all principles of a priori sensibility". 7 For the purposes of this article, we can carry out a simplification of the Kantian discourse and simply consider the transcendental aesthetic as the discipline which scrutinises the basic ways by which external objects enter the process through which the subject, namely the "being that is gifted with reason", gains knowledge. In other words, it concerns the study of how the knowing subject comes into contact with what to him is the external world. As is known, Kant identifies "two pure forms of sensible intuition", 8 that is two essential modalities through which all our external senses, our sensibility to what surrounds us, operate: space and time. These are the two fundamental directions that govern our being in the world and through which every other being, be it a person or a thing, comes into our field of perception and thus, of experience; we experience and, therefore, know something or somebody only insofar as we manage to locate them in a temporal and spatial dimension.
And so the attempt to shift these fundamental modalities, that is to understand them in a way that is closer to the grammar of meanings, which is imposed on us by the contemporary world, brings us closer to a sensation of dilation on the one hand and compression on the other in a way that is almost paradoxical.
Above all, the space available to man -available that is to the single individual -has decisively widened and dilated. Beyond any simplistic exaltation of the "magnificent and ethic@ -Florianópolis v. 12, n. 1, p. 1 -14, Jun. 2013.
progressive destinies" of our time, it is undoubtedly the case that the space in which perception and individual action can extend has been decisively amplified also, but not only, thanks to technological development and modalities that it would be pleonastic to mention here. At the same time, this space has also been, so to speak, deformed and compressed in that it has become a genuine possibility to bring even very distant physical spaces closer together and to be able to validate our own vocal, visual and physical presence in them. Be it via the videoconference or the transoceanic commute, virtual communities or the mobile phone (to give just the best known examples), "the age of access" and of permanent contactability has reached its undoubted maturity.
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A substantially analogous situation is also true for the perception of time. "At the same time" and "real time" have become the new buzzwords in communications and have also come to characterise expectations of action and reaction in respect of any phenomenon. Even time has dilated in the sense that, thanks to globalisation, it has become easier and above all more commonplace to think (not just in terms of the economy) that other men and women are right now living in a different time or a different moment of the day. Nonetheless, even this has been compressed: it is a normal thing to be present -simultaneously or almost so -in more than one context, or to find oneself doing more things together at once. The latter experience is, of course, trivially quotidian but from an analytical point of view it is no more than the replication at the micro level of that which occurs at the macro-social one and which is extensively borne out by the work schedules of heads of state and government.
Indeed, one might object that by no means does all this pertain to all men and women;
there exist very wide strata of people who certainly live in communities and yet who do not take part in videoconferences, do not travel by air, do not use a mobile phone and would not even know how to switch on a PC. Nonetheless, the scenario that has just been depicted is becoming ever less a game played by the few -rather, those who really shun these developments constitute a considerable silent minority that is getting ready to become part of the majority that already directs -and will only do so to a greater extent -not just the market but also the public policies of numerous states. However one might want to view it, there is a clear trend which the world, and not just the Western one, is heading towards and for which it is currently impossible to envisage a change of course or a signal of discontinuity.
ethic@ -Florianópolis v. 12, n. 1, p. 1 -14, Jun. 2013. One might believe that a consideration of this subject is the price that a philosophical understanding of the present has to pay to other disciplines emerging in the busy forge of the social sciences in order to thus attempt an approach, with its own point of view enriched by a comparison with disciplines whose otherness is merely deceptive, to the thematic core of our social present. Given the objective that this essay set itself at its beginning, it would, therefore, be difficult not to consider these further methods for structuring community which, if on the one hand representing an undoubted enlargement of the possibilities for conceiving a variously limited association of humans who act and interact, on the other suggest a feeling, difficult to suppress, that the links created and maintained in this way are artificial and superficial. The latter sensation cannot but induce a sort of scepticism with regards to the re-emergence and current profundity of the notion of community, that is in terms of how much the above-described scenario may represent a realistic range of possibilities for rethinking community today.
On the other hand, sketching out the aforementioned range of possibilities implies not just an understanding of community as a dynamic of sharing amongst similar people, by which I intend an association of culturally and ethnically affiliated people, but rather -notwithstanding an awareness of the fact that this ethnicist conception has been one of the principal ways of imagining community -an emerging understanding of community as a dynamic of sharing amongst dissimilar people.
To paraphrase Isaiah Berlin's paradigmatic distinction between "the liberty of the ancients" and "the liberty of the moderns", 10 one could contend, in fact, that such an image of the community as one based on similarity, that is as an organic reality of communication and action within the confines of a shared and indisputable moral code, constitutes the community of the ancients.
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Besides this model there also exists one that might be termed the community of the moderns, namely a community that is expressed and established in the form of a contract and conceived in a way that is known as the social contract. In order to bypass the well-known dichotomy of community and society that was paradigmatically put forward by Ferdinand Tönnies, 12 this is a community that borders with and is as a result coextensive with society, understood in turn as an association of men and women who live on the same territory and organise their relations on the basis of a defined and politically shared set of juridical norms. 13 To follow in the wake of Berlin, it appears necessary today to begin thinking in terms of a post- This indubitably is one of the traits which must characterise a modern understanding of community, which finds itself faced with the radical development of its twofold destiny:
alongside a local conception of community as one that is the result of the physical coexistence of its subjects, a meta-local community is arising and constantly gaining in importance. This type of community tends to lighten or reduce the merely physical dimension of human relationships and to expand that which might be called their non-material dimension. This fact brings up a further characteristic which connotes the participation of the individual in the post-modern community:
whilst in antiquity the individual participated and was intensely connected to a single community to the point of having an almost exclusive relationship with it, the individual nowadays -in accordance with the tendency towards progressive liberation that has traversed the whole of modernity -neither can nor typically wants to be the member of a single community, but rather finds himself part of many and thus forced with varying degrees of awareness to participate in all of these with less intensity and constancy.
In this overall landscape it is necessary to reconsider a further aspect that fully belongs to the semantic and conceptual world of the community. To say "community" is often implicitly tantamount to saying "sharing". In other words, we are naturally inclined to think of these two terms as coextensive, namely to think that subjects who are ready to define themselves as united to others by ties of community ipso facto share with them every opinion, value, way of acting etc.
Such a presupposition has lain and still lies at the heart of many objections and precautions against use of the term 'community'. I obviously have no intention of asserting here that community does not correspond to the idea of a space shared by many subjects which is (at least partially) formed through common meanings and shared value interpretations; rather, I would like to suggest that, even if it is true that it could not exist without such a shared horizon, this space cannot, nevertheless, be reduced exclusively to this.
Within the space that is the community there exists a further space, occupied by every subject, which is infinitely divisible and in possession of asymptotic extremes: the subject's complete identification with and complete estrangement from every other one. 14 Shortly ethic@ -Florianópolis v. 12, n. 1, p. 1 -14, Jun. 2013. speaking, the definition of one's own position, namely of one's distance from one pole or the other, is something that is asked of the individual and that neither can nor should be asked as an entry pass by this or that community.
In today's world, this perspective is rendered even more resonant and meaningful -it is enough to think of the vast number of persons with whom we come into contact daily for the most variegated of reasons. Compared to the past, it is possible to note a greatly increased number of interpersonal contacts, and a correspondingly greater capacity for comparison and exchange of opinions and responses with reference to the most common ethical questions. This is, obviously, one of the principal consequences of the technologically advanced mass society which, nonetheless, implies a clarification and, at the same time, narrowing of the meaning of sharing. Nowadays, the notion of sharing refers ever more to the idea of putting out, rendering explicit, that is moving something into the public sphere -by which I simply mean everything that is external to the self 15 -and refers ever less directly to the reaching of an agreement on what it is that one made explicit or placed under common ownership, on what it is that fills the public space. Sharing, in short, means ever more to externalise and ever less to approve. Moreover, approval is becoming characterised nowadays solely by a common result, having abandoned -or at least strongly reshaped -a common point of departure, which can clearly be found in the community of the ancients and, though with some limitations, in the community of the moderns.
Dynamics of sharing
The outlook that has been offered so far has helped to amplify and widen one of the questions immediately connected to the debate on community, namely the question of how to share something between multiple beings endowed not only with reason but also different emotional, ethical, religious, linguistic and -last but not least -ethnic characteristics. In short,
we are talking about the problem of finding a method to position ourselves, stay and act in a common space inhabited by others as well as us. However, there is a second no less fundamental question that has yet be addressed, namely that which regards what is to be shared and the possible contents of such sharing.
Faced with this question, it might prove beneficial to make another reference to Kant and, in Certain variations, but also certain aspects of conformity can be found between this preliminary division and that which was expounded by Kant. Above all, it can be noted that both refer back to what Kant termed a "narrow obligation", typical of Right, namely absolute and unconditional, whereas "imperfect duties" are based on a "wide obligation", in the sense that they leave "a playroom (latitudo) for free choice in following (complying with) the law, that is, that the law cannot specify precisely in what way one is to act and how much one is to do by the action for an end that is also a duty". 18 This does not, however, mean that "imperfect duty"
implicitly allows for its own non-fulfilment -it remains, after all, a "duty". Indeed, it only allows one "to limit one maxim of duty by another (e.g., the love of one's neighbour in general by love of one's parents)". 19 In my adapted version of Kant's dichotomy, this clarification has been consigned to the background but I have sought to reproduce its meaning by employing verbs of obligation and possibility.
Finally, I have so far withheld from referencing a further distinction made by Kant in the same texts in which he distinguishes between "perfect duties" and "imperfect duties". This ethic@ -Florianópolis v. 12, n. 1, p. 1 -14, Jun. 2013. distinction overlaps with the preceding one: both types of duty indeed have to be conceived as part of a further dichotomy -"to oneself" and "to others", which results in an overall four-way division of duties. As I hope is clear in view of this, by seeking to base a reconsideration of this division on the concept of sharing, which by its very nature implies the opening up of the individual towards others, the stress of my paradigm remains on the self, on the single individual who -as will be remembered from the previous paragraph -must find the right equilibrium between the two opposed polarities of complete identification and complete estrangement with regards to the self's relationship with the other.
Considered as a whole, the dynamic of sharing that has been suggested here implies a serious and demanding exercise in tolerance, which is imposed by the insurmountable diversity that we encounter daily. In the face of this, the question about what is to be shared which then opens up and multiplies into four further questions is subject to a sort of globalised, postmodern categorical imperative which echoes the commitment to learn about what is different that was so masterfully exemplified by Clifford Geertz; it could be summed up as the need to "learn to understand what we cannot accept". 20 We have to set out from a position of universal tolerance which implies, above all, the suspension and preliminary sidelining of every one of our value judgements in respect of the other and the undertaking of a dynamic of relationality and listening.
The aforementioned quadrichotomy between having to/not having to and being able to/not being is anchored so comprehensively in the liberal ethos, but which not for this renounces the idea of putting forward a framework in which to understand and occasionally seek to answer it. Yet again, the point of departure and the centre of this phenomenology is the self, that is the identity of the subject, conceived as something that constitutes itself in a dialogic way, and articulated within a constantly re-emerging dynamic between acceptance and rejection of what is different from the self. 21 Within this perspective, then, as far as so-called "imperfect duties" are concerned, we cannot share that which is different from us and which claims to engage the centre of our self, whilst -on the other hand -we can share that which is different from us and which attempts to integrate the periphery of our self. At the same time, in terms of "perfect duties", we do not have to share all that offends the dignity (and the integrity) of man whilst, conversely, we must share that which promotes it.
This schematic partition, of course, needs to be accompanied by certain clarifications.
Above all, it can be noted that both of the positive verbalisations of the "duty to share" are constructed as the same forms of the integration of the self with the spiritual enrichment of the single subject as its aim. They, therefore, tend through their very nature to trigger a productive and extensive dynamic towards the self, that stimulates dialogue and comparisons with the other, starting out from the conservation of that which has been acquired and articulated on the level of one's own identity. On the contrary, but in equal measure, both of the negative verbalisations attempt to block the same forms of distorting the self which, rather than engaging and stimulating its dialogic component, aim to supplant and annihilate what we are and what we have become.
Nonetheless, it is the entire dimension of "perfect duties" that is most problematic. On the one hand, "having to share" all that promotes the idea of human dignity means above all arranging for dialogue with the multiple and different ways by which to maintain the human on a cultural basis. In addition, the absoluteness and unconditional nature of that commandment clashes with the content of the idea behind it, which in its turn is subject to a constant dialectic of redefinitions starting from an irreducible conflict of (self-) interpretations of what man is and ought to be, which grows under a political, ethical and not least juridical guise. The concept of the dignity of man, which ought to constitute the cornerstone and indisputable normative criterion on the basis of which every (ethical, political, juridical) proposal linked to its promotion is approved or disavowed, finds itself instead subject to constant efforts to erode it and is, therefore, ethic@ -Florianópolis v. 12, n. 1, p. 1 -14, Jun. 2013. forced into a repeated hermeneutics of redefinitions in dialogue and, not infrequently, in conflict with a binary problematic polarity: scientific development on the one hand and cultural difference on the other.
It is not possible here to give this subject the attention it might deserve. Nonetheless, one has to take note of a further characteristic and, simultaneously, a limit to the reformulation of the Kantian distinction. Whilst in Kant's eyes "perfect duties" are those that are valid always and in every place, absolutely and unconditionally, the obligation to share which (in its perfect expression) I have tried to link to the concept of dignity now turns out to be relative and conditioned by agreements between subjects that are from time to time reached -via discussionon the meaning of that concept, and this in preparation to the fact that more subjects can talk in the community. To return to a known dichotomy of Geertz's that was developed by Walzer, it is as if there existed a thin meaning of dignity which each of us possesses and understands at an intuitive level. As soon as one seeks to make it explicit to ourselves and to others, however, it has to take on a form that reflects the depth of its meaning, that is expressed in keeping with the values that belong to each of us and which to the other, our interlocutor, may appear convincing but also strange, incomprehensible and even hostile.
Here begins and lies the most radical challenge for ethics and politics which cannot and must not be restricted merely to those in authority but has to involve each of us in our daily lives and actions. And this is no other than the challenge of coexistence which I referred to in the opening: how can we live together, with each dwelling in his own state of difference, and furthermore what does it mean to live together? The attempt to answer these questions -like that which has been put forward in this article -reproduces on a more general scale the circumstances that are linked to the concept of dignity and makes us think that maybe we need little intuition but definitely more willingness to share. Community and living together in today's world constitutes ever less of a necessity and assumes ever more clearly the dimensions of a choice: it remains a task for all of us to interpret this choice as one either in favour of difference or else, indifference.
